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DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget/ 
Chief  Financial  Officer 

Reauthorization  of  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Programs 

agency:  Department  of  Education. 
action:  Request  for  public  comment  on 
the  reauthorization  of  elementary  and 
secondary  education  programs. 

summary:  The  Secretary  of  Education 
invites  written  comments  from  the 
public  regarding  the  reauthorization  of 
programs  imder  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965;  Public 
Law  81-874  (Impact  Aid  Maintenance 
and  Operations);  Public  Law  81-815 
(Impact  Aid  Construction);  Section  372 
of  the  Adult  Education  Act;  the 
Hawkins-Stafford  Elementary  and 
Secondary  School  Improvement 
Amendments  of  1988  (including  the 
Indian  Education  Act  of  1988);  the 
Education  and  Training  for  a 
Competitive  America  Act  (Title  VI  of  the 
Omnibus  Trade  and  Competitiveness 
Act  of  1988);  the  Education  for  Economic 
Security  Act;  Title  VII  of  the  Stewart  B. 
McKiimey  Homeless  Assistance  Act; 
and  the  location  Council  Act  of  1991 
(Pub.  L 102-62). 

DATES:  Written  comments  must  be 
submitted  on  or  before  March  20, 1992. 
ADDRESS:  Written  comments  should  be 
addressed  to:  Dr.  John  T.  MacDonald, 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education,  U.S.  Department 
of  Education,  400  Maryland  Avenue, 
SW.,  room  2189,  Washington.  DC  20202. 
FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
William  Wooten  at  202-401-0988,  Office 
of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education, 
U.S.  Department  of  Education,  400 
Maryland  Avenue,  SW.,  room  2189, 
Washington,  DC  20202.  Deaf  and 
hearing-impaired  individuals  may  call 
the  Federal  Dual  Party  Relay  Service  at 
1-800-877-8339  (in  the  Washington,  DC 
202  area  code,  telephone  708-9300) 
between  8  a.m.  and  7  p.m..  Eastern  time. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION:  The 
Secretary  is  requesting  public  comments 
on  the  reauthorization  of  more  than  50 
programs  funded  at  over  $10  billion  in 
fiscal  year  1992.  These  programs  include 
Chapters  1  and  2  of  Title  I  of  the 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act,  Eisenhower  Mathematics  and 
Science  Education,  Magnet  Schools 
Assistance,  the  Fund  for  Innovation  in 
Education,  Drug-Free  Schools  and 
Communities,  Dropout  Prevention 
Demonstrations,  Bilingual  Education, 
Impact  Aid,  the  Fund  for  the 
Improvement  and  Reform  of  Schools 


and  Teaching  (FIRST),  Indian  Education, 
and  Education  for  Homeless  Children 
and  Youth.  A  complete  listing  of  these 
programs  is  provided  at  the  end  of  this 
notice.  The  Secretary  is  also  planning  a 
series  of  public  hearings  on  the 
reauthorization  of  these  programs.  Dates 
and  locations  for  these  hearings  will  be 
announced  in  a  future  Federal  Register 
notice. 

Need  For  Reauthorization 

The  authorization  for  these  programs 
expires  September  30, 1993.  In  order  to 
contribute  in  a  timely  manner  to 
congressional  reauthorization 
discussions,  the  Secretary  is  beginning  a 
review  of  the  programs.  The  Secretary 
intends  to  submit  the  Department’s 
proposal  to  reauthorize  these  programs 
in  January  1993,  in  conjunction  with  the 
President’s  fiscal  year  1994  budget  To 
ensure  an  opportunity  for  public 
participation,  the  Secretary  invites 
public  conunents  on  this  reauthorization 
effort. 

Task  Force 

The  Secretary  has  formed  an 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Reauthorization  Task  Force,  the  goals  of 
which  are  to  review  current  programs 
and  authorities,  evaluates  suggested 
modifications  and  alternatives  to  these 
programs,  and  recommend  options  to 
the  Secretary.  The  Task  Force  includes 
the  following  individuals:  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education;  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Education  Research  and  Improvement; 
die  Director  of  Bilingual  Education  and 
Minority  Languages  Affairs;  the  General 
Counsel;  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Civil  Rights;  the  Inspector  General;  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy  and 
IHanning;  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Legislation  and  Congressional  Affairs; 
the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Intergovernmental  and  Interagency 
Affairs;  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Management  and  Budget/Chief 
Financial  Officer.  Other  senior  officers 
of  the  Department  who  administer 
programs  due  for  reauthorization  will 
also  be  included  in  the  Task  Force's 
deliberations. 

How  the  Information  Will  Be  Used 

The  Department  will  seek  to  develop 
program  initiatives  that  will  be  most 
elective  in  supporting  progress  toward 
attainment  of  the  six  National  Education 
Goals,  as  enunciated  through  the 
AMERICA  2000  strategy.  (The  Goals  are 
listed  at  the  end  of  this  notice.)  In  doing 
so,  the  Department  will  attempt  to 
identify  new,  creative,  and  innovative 
program  strategies  whether  or  not  they 
reflect  the  structure  of  current  Federal 


elementary  and  secondary  education 
programs.  Throughout  the  process,  the 
Department  will  be  guided  by  five 
general  principles,  listed  below,  and 
particularly  seeks  comment  on  the 
issues  listed  under  those  principles. 

The  reauthorization  process  also 
provides  an  opportunity  for  resolution  of 
issues  affecting  current  programs  that 
have  arisen  through  evaluations,  audits, 
program  operations,  budget 
deliberations,  and  previous  legislative 
actions.  Thus,  the  Department,  while  it 
will  examine  new  program  strategies, 
also  seeks  comment  on  the  program- 
specific  issues  listed  below. 

Issues  for  Public  Comment 

The  Secretary  seeks  comments  and 
suggestions  regarding  reauthorization  of 
these  programs.  Comments  are 
especially  invited  on  the  following 
issues. 

General  Principles  and  Issues 

1.  Promoting  World  Class  Standards  for 
All  Students 

Federal  programs  should  contribute  to 
the  development  and  use  of  world  class 
standards  for  curriculum  and 
instruction.  The  Federal  Government 
also  has  an  interest  in  ensuring  that  all 
children  have  the  opportimity  to  benefit 
from  high-quality  curriculum  and 
instruction,  and  it  has  a  special  role  in 
supporting  the  education  of  children 
who  are  most  at  risk  of  school  failure. 

How  can  we  ensure  that  all  students 
are  exposed  to  the  type  of  enriching 
curriculm  and  high-caliber  instruction 
needed  to  help  them  achieve  world  class 
standards? 

How  can  Federal  programs  be 
revamped  to  support  systemic  reform  in 
which  world  class  standards  are 
reflected  in  curriculum  frameworks  that 
then  form  the  basis  for  improving 
instruction,  classroom  materials,  teacher 
education,  teacher  certification,  staff 
development,  and  student  assessments? 

How  can  assessments  be  developed 
that  measure  the  progress,  toward  world 
class  standards,  of  students  in  schools 
that  participate  in  Federal  programs? 

2.  Giving  More  Authority  to  States  and 
Communities 

Governors  and  communities  must 
exercise  the  kinds  of  farsighted 
leadership  needed  to  achieve  the 
National  Education  Goals.  Governors, 
as  the  States’  chief  executive  officers, 
are  powerful  resources  in  the 
improvement  of  education,  yet  typically 
are  bypassed  by  Federal  programs.  They 
should  be  given  a  greater  opportunity  to 
influence  how  their  States  move  forward 
in  education  and  to  determine  the 
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incentives  needed  to  link  State 
initiatives  to  the  national  effort. 
Reauthorization  should  also  build  upon 
the  strategies  of  AMERICA  2000, 
including  community-wide  commitment 
to  the  goals,  comprehensive  planning, 
and  report  cards  to  the  public  to  support 
local  efforts  in  transforming  schools. 

How  can  Governors  and  commimities 
be  given  greater  authority  and  flexibility 
in  implementing  Federal  education 
programs  and  tying  Federal  efforts  to 
State  initiatives? 

How  can  Federal  programs  be  used  to 
support  and  leverage  State  and  local 
actions  so  that  spending  at  all  levels  is 
focused  on  the  National  Education 
Goals? 

How  can  Federal  programs  encourage 
greater  coordination  of  community 
services  to  address  the  multiple  needs  of 
at-risk  children  and  their  families,  make 
services  more  client-centered,  and 
increase  efficiency? 

How  can  Federal  support  be  directed 
toward  communities  serving  large 
concentrations  of  students  who 
currently  are  least  able  to  meet  world 
class  standards? 

3.  Promoting  Family  Responsibility  and 
Choice 

Federal  programs  should  recognize 
parents  as  children's  first  teachers  and 
provide  the  support  parents  need  to 
become  involved  in  their  children’s 
schooling. 

How  can  Federal  programs  better 
support  State  and  local  efforts  to  enable 
all  families  to  select  an  appropriate 
school  for  their  children? 

How  can  Federal  progams  help  to 
engage  parents  in  the  education  of  their 
children? 

4.  More  Accountable  Schools  and  More 
Accountability  in  Federal  Programs 

Federal  support  should  be  conditioned 
on  a  demonstration  that  extra  funds  are 
indeed  contributing  to  better  outcomes 
in  education.  Recipients  of  Federal 
funds  should  be  required  to  document 
the  extent  to  which  the  investment  of 
Federal  funds  yields  measurable  results. 

How  can  Federal  fimding  be 
structured  to  result  in  and  reward 
educational  improvement?  Should  States 
and  localities  be  allowed  more 
flexibility  in  the  use  of  resources  on  the 
condition  that  they  demonstrate 
progress  toward  achieving  national 
priorities?  How  can  flexibility  be  used 
as  an  incentive  to  encourage  higher 
performance? 

What  common  requirements  for 
accountability  should  be  included  in 
Federal  program  authorities?  How  can 
enhanced  accountability  in  Federal 
programs  be  a  part  of  the  broader 
movement  for  greater  accountability  in 


education?  Should  accountability 
provisions  in  discretionary  grant 
programs  differ  from  those  in  formula 
grant  programs?  If  so,  how? 

5.  Breaking  the  Mold 

Federal  programs  should  encourage 
the  kind  of  innovations  that  can  produce 
significant  breakthroughs  in  learning 
and  cost-effectiveness. 

How  can  Federal  programs  encourage, 
and  incorporate  the  benefits  of,  cutting- 
edge  innovation? 

What  kinds  of  technical  assistance 
and  staff  development  activities  are 
needed  to  encourage  and  assist  the 
adoption  of  strategies  that  research  has 
identified  as  promising  or  effective? 

How  can  Federal  programs  build  upon 
and  incorporate  the  principles  behind 
the  movement  toward  the  development 
of  New  American  Schools  and  foster 
strategies  to  encourage  greater 
competition  of  new  ideas? 

Issues  That  Cut  Across  Programs 

Discretionary  Grants 

Current  law  authorizes  a  large  number 
of  discretionary  grant  programs.  Most  of 
these  programs  are  small  and  fund  a 
limited  number  of  recipients.  Although 
the  purpose  of  the  programs  is  generally 
the  demonstration  of  effective  strategies 
for  addressing  particular  issues  or 
problems,  funds  often  support  local 
projects  that,  while  beneficial  to  the 
recipients,  are  not  designed  in  a  way  to 
yield  lessons  for  broader  use.  What  role 
should  discretionary  programs  play  in 
helping  the  Nation  achieve  its  education 
goals?  Would  these  resources  be  more 
effectively  utilized  under  broader 
authorities,  such  as  the  Department’s 
formula  grant  programs?  Do  the  current 
programs  encourage  a  piecemeal,  rather 
than  comprehensive,  approach  to 
education  reform,  or  do  they  focus 
attention  where  it  is  needed?  If  there  is  a 
need  for  Federal  demonstration 
programs,  what  changes  are  needed  to 
ensure  that  they  are  designed  as  true 
demonstrations  and  serve  that  purpose 
effectively?  What  types  of  evaluation 
and  reporting  ought  to  be  required? 

Funding  Formulas 

A  recent,  congressionally  mandated 
report.  The  Distribution  of  Federal 
Elementary-Secondary  Education 
Grants  Among  the  States  (Barro,  1991], 
calls  into  question  some  of  the  measures 
underlying  the  formulas  used  to  allocate 
funds  under  the  Department’s 
elementary  and  secondary  education 
programs.  For  example,  the  report  found 
that  the  population  counts  used  in 
certain  formulas  are  inadequate 
indicators  of  relative  State  needs  for 


program  services;  that  State  per-pupil 
expenditures  for  education  are  an 
unreliable  indicator  of  differences  in  the 
cost  of  education;  and  that  none  of  the 
current  fomulas  reward  States  that 
make  a  higher  than  average  fiscal 
“effort"  in  support  of  education.  In 
addition,  the  report  contended  that  some 
of  the  constraints  embedded  in  ciurent 
formulas  (particularly  the  minimum 
State  allocations  and  certain  “hold- 
harmless”  provisions)  are  inconsistent 
with  program  purposes. 

The  Department  intends  to  review  the 
current  allocation  formulas  for 
elementary  and  secondary  programs 
and  seeks  comment  on  how  those 
allocation  formulas  might  be  improved. 
For  example,  what  bases,  other  than 
population  and  per-pupil  expenditures, 
might  be  used  to  distribute  Federal 
funds?  What  factors  might  be  better 
proxies  for  the  cost  of  education  in  the 
States?  What  other  specific  changes  are 
desirable? 

State  Per-Pupil  Expenditures 

State  per-pupil  expenditure  (SPPE) 
data  are  used  in  determining  formula 
allocations  under  Chapter  1  LEA  Grant 
and  State  agency  programs.  Impact  Aid, 
and  Indian  Education  and  have  an 
impact  on  the  allocation  of  funds  for 
other  programs  as  well.  This  information 
is  collected  annually  by  the 
Department’s  National  Center  for 
Education  Statistics  (NCES)  through  its 
Common  Core  of  Data  (CCD)  fiscal 
survey.  In  a  report  on  the  collection  of 
SPPE  data,  the  Department’s  Office  of 
Inspector  General  recommended 
enactment  of  legislation  to  require 
States  to  report  fall  enrollment  counts 
rather  than  average  daily  attendance 
(ADA)  for  purposes  of  caculating 
individual  State  per  pupil  expenditures 
for  elementary  and  secondary 
education. 

Under  current  law.  States  report  ADA, 
as  defined  by  State  law,  to  determine 
elementary  and  secondary  enrollment. 
That  figure  is  then  divided  into  a  State’s 
total  expenditure  for  elementary  and 
secondary  education  to  determine  its 
SPPE.  For  States  that  have  no  statutory 
definition  of  ADA,  NCES  requests  that 
States  use  the  definition  contained  in 
the  CCD.  The  lack  of  uniformity  among 
the  States  in  how  ADA  is  defined  and 
reported  produces  variations  in  how 
SPPE  data  are  calculated.  Changing  to 
fall  enrollment  counts  (defined  as  all 
students  enrolled  on  October  1  or  the 
school  day  closest  to  that  date)  could 
provide  a  comparable  basis  for 
calculating  SPPE  across  ail  States  and 
eliminate  the  wide  variation  in  how 
SPPE  data  are  calculated.  In  addition, 
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fall  enrollment  is  a  common  statistic 
that  States  already  report  to  NCES 
through  the  CCD  survey  and  should  not 
add  to  the  reporting  burden  of  the 
States. 

If  Federal  programs  continue  to  use 
allocation  formulas  that  rely  on  SPPE 
data,  should  States  be  required  to  report 
these  data  using  fall  enrollment  coimts 
rather  than  average  daily  attendance? 

Transfers  to  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs 

Even  though  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  receives  a  direct  appropriation 
for  allocation  to  schools  operated  by,  or 
under  contract  with,  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs,  a  number  of  Department 
of  Education  programs  (including  the 
Chapter  1,  Drug-Free  Schools,  and 
Mathematics  and  Science  Education 
programs,  which  are  due  for 
reauthorization]  receive  funds  that  are 
transferred  to  the  BIA  for  specific 
purposes.  Is  it  eBlcient  and  beneficial  to 
the  children  in  the  BIA-funded  schools 
to  have  these  funds  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Education  and  then 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  or  would  administration  be 
simplified  and  program  allocations 
speeded  up  if  all  these  funds  were 
simply  added  to  the  regular  Department 
of  the  Interior  appropriation? 

Issues  Related  to  Imiividual  Programs 

Compensatory  Education 
Chapter  1  Formula  Issues 

Unlike  other  programs  administered 
by  the  Department,  Chapter  1  funds  are 
allocated  at  the  Federal  level  to 
individual  counties.  Annual  county 
allocations  are  based  on  the  number  of 
low-income  children  aged  5  to  17,  as 
documented  in  the  most  recent 
decennial  Census,  as  well  as  three  other 
counts  of  children.  The  Census  data, 
which  currently  account  for  more  than 
95  percent  of  the  children,  are  frequently 
so  out  of  date  as  to  fail  to  reflect  the 
distribution  of  poor  children  across 
counties.  Should  alternatives  to  the  use 
of  decennial  Census  data  be  considered? 
Should  State  agencies  be  given  the 
authority  to  distribute  Chapter  1  funds 
within  the  Slates  on  the  basis  of  the  best 
data  on  low-income  children  available 
at  the  State  level? 

While  Chapter  1  Basic  Grants  are 
allocated  to  almost  every  county  and 
over  90  percent  of  school  districts  in  the 
U.S.,  Concentration  Grants  go  only  to 
counties  and  districts  that  have  high 
numbers  or  concentrations  of  children 
living  in  poverty.  However,  the  recent 
study  of  the  allocation  of  Federal 
funding  for  elementary  and  secondary 
education  programs  (noted  earlier] 


found  that  Chapter  1  Concentration 
Grants  are  now  only  moderately  more 
concentrated  than  Chapter  1  Basic 
Grants.  Are  there  better  methods  of 
targeting  funds  on  communities  with  the 
highest  concentrations  of  poor  children? 
For  example,  should  Concentration 
Grants  be  targeted  on  high-poverty 
schools  within  high-poverty  districts? 

Pupil  Targeting  and  Testing 

Historically,  the  Chapter  1  statute  has 
left  decisions  about  grade  levels  or  age 
ranges  to  be  served  to  the  discretion  of 
local  officials,  who  base  those  decisions 
on  assessments  of  local  needs  and 
priorities.  Should  local  administrators 
continue  to  have  complete  authority  to 
target  funds  in  this  manner,  or  should 
specific  amoimts  be  earmarked  at  the 
national  level  for  preschool  programs  (in 
support  of  the  national  readiness  goal] 
or  secondary  school  programs  (in 
support  of  the  high  school  completion 
goal]? 

At  the  local  level,  LEAs  select  schools 
to  conduct  Chapter  1  projects  based  on 
the  number  of  students  from  low-income 
families  who  live  in  each  school 
attendance  area.  At  the  school  level, 
however,  students  are  served  based  on 
educational  need.  Should  current 
provisions  for  selection  of  schools  and 
children  be  retained?  Alternatively, 
should  a  common  measure  (of 
educational  or  economic  deprivation]  be 
used  to  select  both  schools  and 
children?  Have  current  provisions  for 
assessing  student  needs  worked 
effectively,  or  should  the  statute  include 
uniform  criteria  for  selection  of 
children? 

How  should  Chapter  1  assessment 
practices  be  aligned  with  the  current 
movement  to  develop  national 
standards  for  all  children?  Should  States 
be  required  to  specify  standards  of 
academic  performance  in  core  subjects 
that  Chapter  1  students,  along  with 
others,  are  to  achieve?  Should 
assessment  of  Chapter  1  students  be 
required  annually  and  in  each  grade,  or 
should  the  testing  be  aligned  with 
national  assessments  that  measure 
performance  less  frequently  and  at 
specific  grade  levels? 

Program  Services 

Researchers  and  practitioners 
working  with  educationally 
disadvantaged  children  often  contend 
that  some  Chapter  1  practices — such  as 
standardized  testing  and  “pullout” 
classes — can  hamper  both  the  academic 
progress  of  individual  students  and 
overall  program  improvement.  Should 
the  law  incorporate  incentives  designed 
to  stimulate  experimentation  with 
alternatives  to  these  practices?  Should 


the  use  of  any  particular  service 
delivery  or  pupil  testing  practices  be 
either  mandated  or  prohibited? 

How  can  provisions  for  coordination 
between  Chapter  1  and  the  regular 
school  program,  and  between  Chapter  1 
and  other  Federal  programs,  be 
strengthened? 

Program  Improvement 

In  the  years  since  the  1988 
amendments  added  Chapter  1  program 
improvement  requirements,  the  process 
of  implementing  these  requirements  has 
moved  slowly  and  has  been 
accompanied  by  debates  about  whether 
SEAs  or  LEAs  should  be  responsible  for 
identifying  schools  in  need  of 
improvement,  how  improvement  should 
be  gauged,  and  which  measures  of 
program  effectiveness  should  be  used.  Is 
the  current  school  improvement  process 
now  working  effectively?  Should  the 
statute  mandate  higher  minimum 
standards  or  desired  outcomes  for 
student  achievement?  Should  it  require 
that  the  standards  or  desired  outcomes 
be  increased  over  time,  in  order  to  bring 
about  sustained  program  improvement? 
Should  the  use  of  a  particular  measure 
(or  measures]  of  program  effectiveness 
be  required?  Should  schools  in  need  of 
program  improvement  be  identified 
annually  or  on  the  basis  of  data 
collected  over  a  longer  period? 

Should  the  statute  incorporate  more 
incentives  for  success — i.e.,  rewards  to 
effective  projects?  Would  program 
improvement  be  more  likely  to  occur  if 
funds  were  provided  to  schools  that 
demonstrate  improvement  rather  than  to 
those  that  need  to  improve? 

Should  the  program  improvement 
planning  year  be  eliminated?  Should 
schools  be  required  to  show 
improvement  for  several  years  rather 
than  being  allowed  to  leave  program 
improvement  status  after  a  single  year? 

Innovation  Projects 

The  1988  amendments  included  a  new 
provision  that  allows  a  local  educational 
agency  to  use  up  to  5  percent  of  its 
Chapter  1  Basic  Grant  for  Innovation 
Projects  that  are  approved  by  the  State 
educational  agency.  However,  few  such 
projects  have  been  funded.  Do  the 
provisions  of  current  law  provide 
sufficient  incentives  for  tme  innovation 
in  school  districts?  Should  a  different 
list  of  innovative  practices  be 
authorized?  Would  a  national 
demonstration  authority,  under  which 
the  Department  would  test,  evaluate, 
and  report  on  a  variety  of  educational 
opportunities,  be  more  likely  to  further 
innovations  in  the  teaching  of  children 
at  risk  of  academic  failure? 
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Schoolwide  Projects 

A  school  may  use  Chapter  1  LEA 
Grant  money  for  schoolwide  projects 
that  affect  the  entire  student  enrofinient 
if  at  least  75  percent  of  the  schoors 
students  come  from  low-inGome 
families.  At  this  level  an  estimated  7,200 
schools — about  9  percent  of  all  public 
schools  in  the  country — are  eligible  to 
ca'rry  out  these  projects.  Should  the  75 
percent  requirement  be  lowered  in  order 
to  allow  more  schools  to  take  advantage 
of  this  option? 

As  a  result  of  1988  amendments  that 
removed  a  requirement  for  local 
matching  of  funds,  the  number  of 
schoolwide  projects  in  operation  has 
increased.  However,  schools  that 
implement  schoolwide  projects  must 
abide  by  plarming  and  accountability 
requirements  that  are  separate  from  and 
in  addition  to  the  requirements  that 
apply  to  all  Chapter  1  projects.  Have 
schools  found  that  the  additional 
requirements  applicable  to  schoolwide 
projects  are  manageable?  Can  die 
required  plan  for  schoolwide  projects 
become  a  vehicle  for  ensuring  that 
participating  schools  establish  a  "report 
card,”  tied  to  worid  class  standards,  for 
measuring  the  educational  progress  of 
their  children? 

Fiscal  Requirements 

Have  current  Chapter  1  requirements 
related  to  maintenance  of  efoirt 
supplanting,  and  comparability  of 
services  operated  effectively?  Have  they 
created  serious  administrative  burdens 
for  LEAs?  Are  current  fiscal 
accountability  requirements  properly 
balanced  with  the  need  for  local 
flexibility  in  designing  programs 
responsive  to  the  nee^  of  educationally 
deprived  children?  Should  the  statute 
include  a  requirement  that  States  or 
LEAs  match  all  or  a  portion  of  Federal 
funds? 

Chapter  1  md  Choice 

Does  the  curroit  structure  of  Chapter 
1  act  as  a  disincentive  to  local  adoptkm 
of  educational  choice  programs  or  to  the 
participation  of  educationafiy  deprived 
children  in  those  programs?  ff  so,,  how 
can  Chapter  1  statutory  requirements 
support,  rather  than  discourage,  greater 
adoption  of  and  participation  in 
programs  that  ei^ance  parental  and 
student  choices  in  education? 

Capital  Expenses 

A  number  of  States  annually  turn 
back  to  die  Department  all  or  a  portion 
of  their  yearly  Capital  Expenses 
allocations,  and  this  number  has 
increased  each  year.  A  few  States 
request  addithmal  funds.  This 


phenomenon  raises  the  question  of 
vdiether  there  is  truly  a  national  need 
for  a  program  to  reimburse  States  for  the 
extra  expenses  incurred  in  implementing 
alternative  delivery  systems  to  serve 
private  school  children  in  accordance 
with  Aguilar  v,  Felton  or,  if  there  is, 
wheth^  the  current  program  is  properly 
targeted.  Should  the  formula  be  revised 
in  order  to  factor  in  more  recent  data  on 
private  school  emollments  or  children 
served?  (The  current  allocation  level  is 
based  on  1984-85  State  counts  of  private 
school  children  served  under  Chapter  1.) 
^oidd  a  d^rent  alloeation  mechanism 
be  used?  Would  a  Federal  discretionary 
program  be  more  effective  than  a 
formula  program? 

Even  Start 

Should  the  Even  Start  pn^am 
conthme  to  operate  as  a  separate 
categorical  authority,  or  should  the 
activities  provided  under  Even  Start 
(provision  of  early  duldhood  and  adult 
education  as  an  integrated  program)  be 
audiorized  under  Chapter  1  Ll^  G^ts 
and  the  two  authorities  merged?  If  Even 
Start  continues  as  a  separate  authority, 
should  the  program  emphasize 
demoiutration  and  cfissemination  or  on¬ 
going  provision  of  services? 

Even  Start  funds  are  now  allocated  to 
States  on  the  basis  of  State  shares  of 
Chapter  1  Basic  Grant  funds.  Is  this  the 
most  appropriate  formula  for  this 
program?  As  an  alternative,  should 
funds  be  distributed  on  the  basis  of 
children  in  poverty  aged  0  through  7  (the 
age  range  of  children  eligible  for 
program  services)? 

State  Agency  Programs 

The  Chapter  1  programs  for  migratory 
students  and  for  the  neglected  and 
delinquent  serve  at-risk  students  in  very 
different  situatione  than  ihxjse  served  by 
the  LEA  Grant  program.  By  statutsv 
however,  many  of  the  same  program 
requirements  apply,  even  when  the 
circumstances  may  warrant  a  different 
approach.  Although  the  Department 
throng  its  regulations,  has  attempted  to 
adapt  the  LEA  reqrrirements  ada^abte 
to  the  particular  conditions  of  the  State 
agency  programs,  a  number  of  these 
requirements  (such  as  maintenance  of 
effort  State  rule-making,  and  parental 
participation)  have  been  difficult  to 
implement  Should  changes  made, 
through  the  reauthorization,  for  LEA 
Grants  (including  changes  related  to 
pupil  targeting,  evaluation,  and  fiscal 
accountabffity)  aijply  to  the  State 
agency  programs,  or  do  at  least  some 
aspects  of  diese  programs  require 
different  statutory  approaches? 


Migrant  Education 

Under  current  law.  States  receive 
formula  allocations  on  behalf  oi  and  are 
authorized  to  serve,  both  currently  and 
fonneriy  migratory  children.  Children 
who  are  currently  migratory  are  given  a 
higher  priority  for  services  than  the 
formerly  migratory  (those  who  did  not 
move  in  the  previous  year  but  have 
changed  residence  within  the  last  five 
years).  However,  because  of  the 
difficulties  in  recruiting  currently 
migratory  children.  States  may  tend  to 
focus  on  recruiting  and  serving  diose 
who  are  formerly  migratory.  Should  the 
law  provide  greater  incentives  for  States 
to  recruit,  identify,  and  serve  currently 
migratory  children?  What  form  might 
these  incentives  take? 

The  Migrant  Education  Program  is  the 
only  Chapter  1  program — and  the  only 
State  formula  program  of  six  major 
Federal  programs  serving  migratory 
farmworker  populations — that  obtains, 
by  contract,  population  counts  for  use  in 
making  State  allocations.  Although  the 
Migrant  Student  Record  Transfer 
System  (MSRTS)  was  designed  for  other 
purposes,  issues  related  to  the  formula 
function  eontimm  to  dominate  Federal- 
State  relatione  with  regard  to  the 
program.  Problems  exist  in  the  use  cd 
M^TS  as  a  vehicle  for  both  trackmg 
and  identification  of  students.  Findings 
from  more  fimn  a  dozen  Federal  audits 
between  1979  and  1987  have  revealed 
inaccuracies  and  inadequacies  in  State 
date  reporting,  and,  most  recently,  a 
year-long  study  of  the  system  by  the 
con^ssionally  mandated  National 
Commission  on  Migrant  Education 
concluded  that  the  system  "had  failed  to 
adequately  perform  its  intended  mission 
of  transferring,  student  records.”  The 
Commission  recommemfod  that  the 
system  be  revamped  to  serve  more 
eiffecdvely  die  needs  of  local  educators, 
migrant  students,  and  their  parents. 

These  problems  raise  questions  about 
whether  the  MSRTS  can,  or  should, 
conthrae  to  perform  the  function  of 
generating  population  counts  for 
allocating  Migrant  Education  Program 
fimds  to  States  as  weU  as  transferring 
student  data.  What  other  sources  of 
information  might  be  used  to  estimate 
counts  of  migratory  children  in  the 
formula?  fo  die  absence  of  actual  counts 
of  migratory  children  and  youth,  what 
proxy  might  be  used? 

In  recent  years.  States  that  receive 
very  small  ^locations  of  Migrant 
Education  program  funds  have 
maintained  that  their  allocafions  are 
barely  enough  to  operate  any  program  at 
an,  and  that  without  an  increase  in 
funding  they  may  have  to  withdraw 
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from  the  program.  Should  the  allocation 
formula  be  revised  to  establish  a 
minimum  State  allocation? 

Under  current  law,  the  Department  is 
unable  to  alter  basic  definitions 
affecting  eligibility  that  have  been  in 
Migrant  Education  Program  regulations 
for  nearly  15  years.  While  Congress 
froze  these  regulations  in  order  to 
ensure  that  these  definitions  would  not 
be  made  more  restrictive,  the  effect  has 
been  to  inhibit  efforts  to  define  more 
clearly  and  reasonably  who  is  eligible  to 
be  counted  and  served  as  a  migratory 
child.  For  example,  under  existing 
regulations,  even  if  teenage  children 
migrate  to  perform  temporary  or 
seasonal  agriculture  work,  they  do  not 
qualify  for  the  program  unless  their 
parents  or  guardians  themselves  are 
migratory  workers.  Moreover,  the  fact 
that  Migrant  Education  Program 
regulations  are  frozen  prevents  the 
Department  from  working  with  other 
agencies  to  try  to  develop  common 
deHnitions  of  who  may  be  considered 
migratory.  Given  these  problems,  should 
the  Department  be  able  to  revise 
existing  deHnitions  of  terms  such  as 
“currently  migratory  child”  and 
"migratory  agricultural  worker”  that  are 
in  current  program  regulations? 

Under  current  law,  the  Department 
must  award  Migrant  Education 
coordination  grants  and  contracts  “in 
consultation  with  and  with  the  approval 
of  the  State  educational  agencies 
(SEAs),  even  though  the  SEAs  are 
themselves  the  only  eligible  recipients  of 
these  awards.  Should  the  law  continue 
to  require  that  the  Department  obtain 
the  approval  of  the  potential  recipients 
of  coordination  grants  and  contracts? 

State  Agency  Handicapped  Program 

There  is  a  general  consensus  that  the 
Chapter  1  Handicapped  program,  which 
provides  Federal  assistance  for  children 
with  disabilities  in  State-operated  and 
-supported  programs,  is  obsolete  and 
that  all  children  with  disabilities  should 
be  served  under  the  Individuals  with 
Disabilities  Education  Act  (IDEA).  The 
major  issue  is  whether  any  changes 
need  to  be  made  in  the  IDEA  Part  B 
formula  for  allocating  funds  to  States 
and  within  States  if  all  children 
currently  counted  under  the  Chapter  1 
Handicapped  program  are  to  be  counted 
under  the  Part  B  program.  For  example, 
is  a  “hold  harmless”  provision 
(guaranteeing  each  State  a  certain 
minimum  level  of  funding  tied  to 
previous  allocations  under  the  Chapter  1 
Handicapped  program]  needed  to 
facilitate  the  transition  to  a  single 
program? 

Under  current  Part  B  law.  States  must 
distribute  at  least  75  percent  of  their 


allocations  to  LEAs,  each  of  which 
receives  its  proportionate  share.  Should 
programs  formerly  supported  under  the 
Chapter  1  Handicapped  Program  be 
considered  LEAs  for  the  purpose  of 
distributing  funds? 

Should  State-operated  programs  be 
treated  differently  from  State-supported 
programs  under  IDEA  Part  B? 

Current  Part  B  law  limits  the  number 
of  children  who  may  be  counted  for 
allocations  under  the  Grants  to  States 
program  to  12  percent  of  the  3  through  17 
year  olds  or  5  through  17  year  olds  in  the 
general  population  (depending  upon 
whether  States  serve  all  3  through  5  year 
olds  with  disabilities).  Some  States  may 
exceed  this  cap  when  they  include 
children  who  were  previously  counted 
under  the  Chapter  1  Handicapped 
program.  Should  the  cap  be  increased  to 
ensure  that  States  continue  to  receive 
funds  for  children  previously  counted 
under  the  Chapter  1  Handicapped 
program? 

Neglected  and  Delinquent 

Historically,  the  Chapter  1  Neglected 
and  Delinquent  (N  and  D]  program  has 
operated  on  the  assumption  that 
children  in  institutions  for  the  neglected 
and  delinquent  have  the  same  types  of 
needs  for  supplementary  academic 
services  as  do  other  children.  However, 
as  an  increasing  number  of  children  and 
youth  are  institutionalized  for  short 
periods  of  time,  then  returned  to  often 
unstable  living  arrangements  where 
economic  survival  can  take  precedence 
over  schooling,  the  program  continues  to 
face  special  challenges.  Should  the 
notion  of  what  constitutes 
“supplementary”  services  for 
institutionalized  neglected  and 
delinquent  children  be  reconsidered? 
Should  the  law  be  changed  to  provide 
more  flexibility  for  addressing  the 
special  needs  of  Chapter  1  N  and  D 
children?  Should  traditional  Chapter  1 
academic  remediation  goals  be 
downplayed  in  favor  of  employability 
aims?  How  might  the  two  be  combined? 

States  are  allowed  to  use  up  to  10 
percent  of  their  State  N  and  D  allocation 
for  projects  that  facilitate  the  transition 
of  children  from  State-operated  N  and  D 
institutions  to  locally  operated 
programs.  So  far,  only  six  States  have 
elected  to  use  funds  for  this  purpose. 
Should  this  provision  be  modified  in  any 
way? 

Technical  Assistance  and  Staff 
Development 

To  fill  a  perceived  gap  in  services  to 
rural  districts  and  schools,  the  1988 
amendments  established  10  Chapter  1 
Rural  Technical  Assistance  Centers 
(RTACs)  to  supplement  the  work  of  the 


six  Technical  Assistance  Centers 
(TACs).  A  recent  Office  of  Inspector 
General  audit  of  technical  assistance 
centers  and  clearinghouses  identified 
the  RTAC  and  TAG  mechanisms  as 
unnecessarily  duplicative  and  costly. 
Should  the  RTACs  be  eliminated  as  a 
free-standing  technical  assistance  effort 
for  rural  schools,  with  their  functions 
assumed  by  the  regular  TACs? 

Current  Federal  technical  assistance 
activities  have  not  been  particularly 
effective  at  bringing  about  major 
educational  change.  What  changes  to 
the  Chapter  1  statute  would  help  make 
technical  assistance  more  effective  at 
improving  program  performance?  Should 
the  TACs  become  more  client-centered, 
and,  if  so,  how?  Should  the  statute 
require  assessment  as  an  integral  part  of 
Federal  assistance  to  determine  if 
improvements  are  being  adopted  and 
are  effective? 

How  should  the  statute  be  changed  to 
minimize  or  eliminate  duplication 
among  various  Chapter  1  technical 
assistance  activities,  including  those 
provided  under  Even  Start  and  Migrant 
Education? 

Should  the  statute  add  a  staff 
development  component  to  Chapter  1?  If 
so,  what  should  be  the  focus  of  that 
component?  Should  funds  be  used  to 
improve  the  skills  only  of  Chapter  1 
teachers  or  also  those  of  other  teachers 
in  Chapter  schools? 

Chapter  2 

State  Grants;  Purpose  of  Program 

The  Chapter  2  State  Grant  program  is 
intended  to  provide  funding  to  enable 
State  and  local  educational  agencies  to 
implement  promising  educational 
approaches.  Is  the  program  an  effective 
vehicle  for  enabling  school  systems  to 
imdertake  systemic  and  meaningful 
reforms?  Are  the  reporting  and  other 
accountability-related  provisions  of  the 
statute  adequate  for  this  purpose? 

Targeted  Assistance  Areas 

The  Chapter  2  State  Block  Grant 
program  was  originally  designed  to 
provide  States  and  districts  with  the 
flexibility  needed  to  address  local  and 
State  educational  needs  as  they  see  fft. 

In  1988,  Congress,  in  response  to 
concerns  that  the  program  was  too 
unfocused,  restricted  allowable 
activities  to  six  targeted  assistance 
areas.  A  recent  amendment  has 
expanded  the  list  to  seven.  Are  these 
targeted  assistance  areas  appropriate,  or 
should  the  program  have  a  different 
focus? 

Currently,  20  percent  of  a  State's 
allocation  can  be  retained  at  the  State 
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level  for  activities  in  the  seven  targeted 
assistance  areasv  Is  this  an  appropriate 
division  of  funds  between  State  and 
local  activities?  Slioald  the  State 
Chapter  2  set-aside  be  targeted  for 
particular  State  leadership  activities, 
such  as  the  establishment  of  State 
curriculum  frameworks,  that  are  part  of 
systemic  reform? 

The  most  recent  analysis  of  State 
annual  reports  shows  that 
approximately  42  percent  of  local  and  6 
percent  of  State  expenditures  go  for  the 
purchase  of  instructional  materials, 
including  computers.  Should  purchase  of 
instructional  equipment  and  materials 
continue  to  be  an  allowable  activity 
under  the  program? 

Current  law  requires  that  States,  in 
most  cases,  use  at  least  20  percent  of 
their  State  set-aside  fimds  for  “effective 
schools"  programs.  An  “effective 
school"  is  defined  as  an  institution  that 
has  strong  leadership,  high  expectations, 
and  other  attributes  that  may  not  lend 
themselves  to  institutionalization 
through  a  Federal  categorical  program. 
Has  the  “effective  schools"  set-aside 
been  a  beneHcial  component  of  the 
Chapter  2  program?  Should  the  statutory 
emphasis  on  “effective  schools”  be 
increased?  Should  it  be  eliminated? 

Allocations  to  Local  Districts 

The  law  requires  that  States  provide  a 
higher  per-pupil  allocation  of  block  grant 
funds  to  districts  with  the  greatest 
numbers  or  concentration  of  children 
who  may  be  more  expensive  to  educate. 
The  precise  method  of  making  this 
adjustment  in  the  formula  is  left  to  State 
discretion.  Does  the  current  statutory 
provision  ensure  an  adequate  focus  on 
the  needs  of  districts  with 
concentrations  of  “high-cost"  children? 

Supplementation 

Should  the  “supplement,  not  supplant" 
requirement  be  dropped  or  applied 
differently  in  Chapter  2?  Should  it  be 
modified  to  allow  the  use  of  Federal 
funds  to  support  State-mandated  school 
reform  efforts? 

National  Diffusion  Network 

The  National  Diffusion  Network 
(NDN)  consists  of  programs,  projects, 
and  practices  drat  have  been  approved 
for  inchision  on  the  basis  of  evidence 
that  they  are  effective  in  achieving 
defined  outcomes.  Through  competition, 
funds  are  provided  to  selected 
developers  of  these  programs  and 
projects  for  disseminating  their  projects 
and  helping  others  adopt  them.  Funds 
are  also  provided  to  “S^e  facilitators" 
to  inform  schocd  cfistricts  throughout 
their  respective  States  about  wfactt  is 
available  m  the  NDN.  Is  there  a  better 


way  to  disseminate  effective  practice 
than  NDN?  What  might  it  be?  Should  the 
Federal  Government  concentrate  its 
efforts  at  the  State  level,  rather  than 
attempt  to  Facilitate  dissemination  from 
one  local  site  to  another?  Should  NDN, 
or  a  replacement,  have  an  expanded 
role  as  a  disseminator  of  educational 
research  findings  and  statistical  data? 

Law-Related  Education 

Some  projects  have  received 
assistance  from  the  law-related 
education  program  for  a  number  of 
years.  Should  the  law  set  a  limit  on  the 
length  of  time  a  project  can  be 
supported  in  order  to  make  the  program 
more  of  a  vehicle  for  increasing  the 
number  of  law-related  education 
projects  operating  across  the  Nation? 
More  basically,  what  should  the  basic 
criteria  for  judging  the  success  of  this 
program  and  the  projects  funded? 

Recent  amendments  to  the  law-related 
education  program  require  the 
Department  to  give  priority  to  funding 
statewide  projects.  These  projects  are 
meant  to  make  more  systemic  changes 
and  improve  the  chances  of 
institutionalization  of  a  given  project. 
Should  diis  provision  be  retained? 

Eisenhower  Mathematics  and  Science 
Education 

State  Grants:  Distribution  of  Funds 

The  recently  completed  national  study 
of  the  Eisenhower  State  Grant  program 
(The  Eisenhower  Mathematics  and 
Science  Education  Program:  An 
Enabling  Resource  for  Reform,  SRI 
International  and  Pohcy  Studies 
Associates,  1991}  recommended  a 
redistribution  of  funds  to  allow  a  larger 
percentage  of  the  elemmitary  and 
secondary  education  component  to 
remain  at  the  State  level,  particularly  for 
State  leadership  activities.  Should  the 
distribution  of  funds  be  revised  and,  if 
so,  how  should  the  percentages  be  set? 
In  particular,  would  a  largo'  State-level 
set-aside  provide  a  vehicle  for 
compr^rensive  Statewide  reform  of 
curriculum  and  teacher  training  in 
mathematics  and  science? 

Intensity  and  Focus  of  Training 

The  national  study  foimd  that 
teachers  participating  in  training 
activities  under  the  LEA  portion  of  the 
Eisenhower  program  received,  on 
averafe,  six  houra  of  training.  The  study 
noted  that  this  is  not  sufficient  by  itself, 
to  ensure  improvement  and  long-lasting 
change  in  a  teacher’s  performance.  How 
could  the  program  be  structured  to 
provide  more  mtensive  teacher  training? 

Shoi^  the  focus  of  inservice  training 
imderthe  Eisenhower  program  be  on 


training  of  individual  teachers  or  on 
training  all  appropriate  teachers  in  a 
school  or  LEA?  Which  approach  is  most 
likely  to  result  in  real  changes  in 
mathematics  and  science  education  in 
the  schools? 

Preservice  Training 

The  vast  majority  of  Eisenhower 
funds  are  spent  on  inservice  training, 
although  the  program  was  designed  to 
increase  the  skills  of  all  teachers, 
including  those  who  are  not  yet 
teaching.  Should  the  program  contain  a 
stronger  emphasis  on  preservice 
training? 

Under  the  higher  education  portion  of 
the  program,  preservice  training  may 
support  only  programs  that  train  new 
mathematics  and  science  teachers  for 
secondary  schools.  Should  the  law  be 
changed  to  permit  higher  education 
funds  to  be  used  to  train  new 
mathematics  and  science  teachers  at  the 
elementary  school  level  as  well? 

Under  current  law,  only  elementary 
and  secondary  school  teachers  and 
other  relevant  school  personnel  are 
permitted  to  receive  services.  Some 
college  faculty  may  need  to  be  retrained 
in  order  to  provide  an  effective 
preservice  education  for  elementary  and 
secondary  teachers.  Should  the  program 
be  amended  to  permit  the  retraining  of 
college  faculty  involved  in  the  training 
of  new  elementary  and  secondary 
teachers? 

Emphasis  on  Elementary  and  Middle 
Levels 

In  response  to  the  perceived  need  for 
improvement  in.  math  and  science 
instruction  in  the  earlier  grades. 
Congress  amended  the  program,  in  1990, 
to  require  that  districts  use  all  funds  in 
excess  of  the  amount  received  for  fiscal 
year  1990  for  training  for  elementary  and 
middle  school  teachers.  Should  this 
emphasis  be  maintained?  If  not,  should 
the  law  include  any  restrictions  on  the 
amount  of  funding  used  to  train 
elementary,  middle,  or  secondary  school 
teachers? 

Local  Consortia 

Because  the  small  amounts  of  funds 
that  many  school  districts  receive  may 
not  be  enough  to  accomplish  significant 
improvements  in  math  and  science 
instruction,  the  1990  amendments 
require  that  all  districta  receiving  less 
than  $6,000  participate  in  a  consortium 
with  at  least  one  other  district.  Should 
this  requirement  be  maintained? 

Cooperative  Projects 

Under  current  law,  all  avrards  made 
by  the  State  agency  for  higher  education 
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for  cooperative  projects  carried  out  by 
school  districts,  State  agencies,  private 
businesses,  colleges  and  universities, 
museums,  broadcasting  services,  and 
other  entities  must  be  made  on  a 
competitive  basis.  Some  State  officials 
have  suggested  that  these  projects  were 
more  successful,  and  State  initiatives 
were  more  creative,  when,  under  the 
previous  statute,  cooperative  projects 
did  not  have  to  be  awarded 
competitively.  Should  the  program  be 
amended  to  permit  the  State  agency  to 
set  aside  an  amount  of  funds  to  be 
awarded  for  cooperative  projects  on  a 
non-competitive  basis? 

Foreign  Languages  Assistance 
Type  of  Program 

The  original  appropriation  level  for 
this  program,  $4.9  million,  will  result  in 
an  average  State  award  of  $93,000,  while 
the  1992  appropriation  will  result  in  an 
average  State  award  of  $190,000.  The 
Department  has  argued  that  these 
appropriations  are  too  small  to  provide 
for  an  effective  formula  greint  program 
that  distributes  fimds  to  every  State.  Is 
the  current  authority  the  most  effective 
mechanism  for  encouraging 
development  of  model  instructional 
programs  in  critical  foreign  languages? 
Would  a  national  discretionary  (i.e., 
competitive]  grant  program  be  more 
effective? 

Pupil  Targeting 

Current  law  requires  that  all  public 
and  private  school  children  aged  5 
through  17  who  reside  in  a  recipient 
school  district  be  eligible  to  participate 
in  the  school  district’s  project.  The 
Department  has  argued  that  the  small 
grants  provided  under  this  program  are 
unlikely  to  be  adequate  to  serve  all 
students  in  such  a  broad  age  range  and 
has  interpreted  the  provision,  through 
regulation,  to  mean  that  a  school 
district's  project  has  to  be  open  to  all 
children  of  the  same  grade  range  as  that 
served  by  the  project.  Should  the 
statutory  provision  be  modified? 

Recent  Congressional  committee 
reports  have  recommended  an  emphasis 
on  elementary  schools,  noting  that  the 
earlier  a  student  starts  studying  a 
foreign  language,  particularly  a  difficult 
one,  the  easier  it  is  to  master  it.  Should 
the  program  emphasize  projects  at  the 
elementary  level? 

Magnet  Schools  Assistance 
Desegregation  Requirements 

In  order  to  qualify  for  assistance 
under  the  current  Magnet  Schools 
Assistance  program,  a  school  district 
must  be  implementing  a  desegregation 
plan  ordered  by  a  court  or  appropriate 


agency,  or  approved  by  the  Secretary.  In 
recent  years,  some  districts 
implementing  voluntary  desegregation 
plans  have  had  difficulty  qualifying  for 
assistance  because  demographic 
changes  in  their  communities  have 
caused  increased  minority  enrollments. 
Other  districts,  which  have  a  mix  of 
minority  and  nonminority  students,  have 
wanted  to  implement  magnet  school 
programs  in  order  to  prevent  “white 
flight,”  but  have  had  difficulty 
demonstrating  the  likelihood  of  their 
schools  becoming  minority  group 
isolated  without  intervention.  Should 
the  current  desegregation-related 
requirements  of  the  program  be  revised? 

Funding  Priorities 

Under  current  law.  applicants  that  did 
not  receive  assistance  in  the  previous 
funding  cycle  receive  a  funding  priority 
for  appropriations  in  excess  of  $75 
million.  'Dius  the  law  permits  long-term 
support  of  the  same  districts  but,  to  an 
extent,  encourages  a  turn-over  of 
districts  from  one  funding  cycle  to  the 
next.  Should  the  purpose  of  the  law  be 
to  provide  long-term  support  to  school 
districts  or  to  provide  “seed  money”  for 
the  establishment  of  magnet  schools  in 
new  districts?  Similarly,  if  districts  that 
have  received  past  support  are 
permitted  to  apply  for  new  funding, 
should  new  funds  be  available  only  for 
new  magnet  school  programs,  or  should 
indefinite  support  for  the  same  schools 
and  programs  continue  to  be  permitted? 

The  current  statute  requires  the 
Secretary  to  give  priority  or  special 
consideration  to  certain  types  of 
applicants.  Some  of  these  requirements 
mi^t  be  reconsidered.  For  instance, 
applications  receive  priority  based  on 
the  proportion  of  minority  group 
children  involved  in  an  approved 
desegregation  plan:  this  procedure  gives 
a  priority  to  a  district  that  has  not 
success^ly  desegregated  any  of  its 
schools  (and  all  of  whose  minority  group 
children  are  involved  in  its  plan]  as 
oppored  to,  for  instance,  a  district  that 
has  successfully  desegregated  its 
elementary  schools  (and  has  only  its 
secondary-level  minority  group  involved 
in  the  plan].  Districts  also  receive  a 
priority  based  on  “the  recentness  of  the 
implementation  of  the  approved  plan  or 
modification  thereof.”  lliis  provision 
may  provide  an  incentive  for  districts  to 
modify  their  plans  periodically  in  order 
to  remain  eligible  for  the  maximum 
number  of  priority  points.  Should  any  of 
the  current  priorities  be  revised? 

Maximum  Award 

Since  the  program’s  inception.  Magnet 
Schools  Assistance  grants  have  been 
limited  to  $4  million.  This  constraint 


permits  grants  of  significant  size  to  be 
made  but  prevents  program  funds  from 
being  concentrated  in  a  few  districts.  Is 
a  cap  of  $4  million  still  appropriate? 

Supplanting  Provision 

Under  Magnet  Schools  Assistance, 
unlike  many  other  Federal  elementary 
and  secondary  education  programs, 
schools  districts  may  use  funds  to 
supplant  State  and  local  support  for 
their  activities.  Should  supplanting 
continue  to  be  permitted,  or  should  a 
“supplement,  not  supplant”  provision  be 
added  to  the  statute?  j 

Planning  Funds  \ 

Currently,  there  is  a  limitation  on  the  j 
amount  that  a  local  educational  agency  ' 

may  spend  for  planning  under  the 
program.  Should  the  10  percent  cap  on 
planning  funds  be  raised  to  allow  for  the 
design  of  new  and  innovative  curricula 
and  schools  under  this  program? 

Javits  Gifted  and  Talented  Students 
Education 

This  program  supports  projects 
designed  to  help  meet  the  educational 
needs  of  gifted  and  talented  students  in 
elementary  and  secondary  schools. 

Some  persons  argue  that  providing  high- 
level  learning  opportunities  in  early 
childhood  would  most  benefit 
economically  disadvantaged  children, 
who  are  a  priority  of  the  Javits  program. 
Depending  on  how  State  law  defines 
“elementary  school  students,”  some 
States  have  been  able  to  use  these  funds 
for  preschool  activities.  Should  the  law 
be  amended  to  allow  all  States  the 
option  of  using  funds  for  preschool 
activities? 

Javits  funds  may  be  used  for  training 
teachers,  to  support  exemplary 
programs  for  students,  for  dissemination 
and  technical  assistance  programs,  and 
to  strengthen  State  leadership  in  the 
education  of  gifted  and  talented 
students.  The  nature  of  programs  for  the 
education  of  gifted  and  talented 
students  varies  significantly  among  the 
States.  Should  the  program  focus 
exclusively  on  State-level  capacity¬ 
building?  Is  this  Federal  program 
needed? 

The  Office  of  Education  Research  and 
Improvement  has  broad  authority  to 
support  research  and  development 
centers.  Is  there  a  need  for  the  separate 
research  authority  in  the  Javits  program? 

Territorial  Teacher  Training 

This  program  provides  funds  for 
teacher  training  in  American  Samoa, 

Guam,  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
the  Republic  of  Palau,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
the  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands, 
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and  the  Federated  States  of  Micronesia. 
Despite  years  of  support  for  the 
program,  many  of  the  teachers  in  the 
territories  are  still  without  certification 
or  a  college  degree.  Should  the  program 
be  continued?  What  other  strategies 
might  be  more  effective? 

Drug-Free  Schools  and  Communities 
Purpose  of  Program 

In  1986,  a  strong  argument  could  be 
made  that  local  school  districts  were  not 
making  enough  of  an  efiort  in  the  area  of 
drug  education,  that  few  comprehensive 
drug  programs  were  in  place,  and  that 
Federal  assistance  was  needed  to  get 
appropriate  programs  established.  Five 
years  later,  drug  programs  are  operating 
in  virtually  all  communities  across  the 
country.  During  the  next  five  years, 
should  the  Federal  Government  continue 
to  provide  significant  resources 
dedicated  exclusively  to  drug 
prevention,  or  should  States  and 
localities  be  given  flexibility  to  use  these 
funds  for  other  related  needs  or  for 
broader  health  or  educational 
improvement  purposes?  More 
specifically,  should  the  Drug-Free 
Schools  and  Communities  Act  (DFSCA) 
program  be  broadened  to  authorize 
activities  to  prevent  school  violence, 
consistent  with  and  in  support  of 
National  Education  Goal  number  6? 

How  would  LEAs,  SEAs,  and  Governors 
change  their  activities  if  the  State 
program  were  so  amended? 

Allocation  Formulas  and  Eligibility 
Criteria 

Under  current  law,  DFSCA  State  grant 
funds  are  allocated  to  States  on  the 
basis  of  school-aged  population  and 
shares  of  Chapter  1  fimds.  Within 
States,  these  funds  are  allocated  to 
LEAs  based  on  school  enrollment  and 
Chapter  1  shares.  DFSCA  Emergency 
Grants  are  awarded  completely,  but  to 
qualify,  LEAs  must  met  the  eligibility 
criteria  for  Chapter  1  concentration 
grants.  Do  these  provisions  result  in  the 
distribution  of  DFSCA  to  commimities 
where  they  are  most  needed?  In  light  of 
the  fact  that  poor  urb£m  communities 
often  seem  to  have  the  most  intractable 
drug  problems,  should  more  funds  be 
targeted  on  those  communities? 

A  second  allocation  issue  is  that 
school  districts  with  small  enrollments 
and  Chapter  1  shares  receive  State  grant 
allocations  so  small  that  they  may  have 
difficulty  mounting  an  effective  dnig 
prevention  program.  How  should  this 
issue  be  addressed  in  the 
reauthorization?  For  example,  as  under 
the  Eisenhower  program,  should  small 
LEAs  be  required  to  apply  in  consortia 
in  order  to  receive  grants? 


Governors’  Funds 

Current  law  assigns  administrative 
responsibilities  to  both  the  State 
educational  agency  and  the  Governor  of 
each  State.  This  is  the  only  program  in 
the  Department  that  provides  for  direct 
administration  by  the  Governor. 
Governors  were  given  this  responsibility 
because  Congress  believed  they  were  in 
a  better  position  to  support  community- 
based  projects,  coordinate  educational 
programs  with  other  drug  prevention 
and  treatment  programs  in  the  State, 
serve  dropouts  and  other  out-of-school 
youth,  and  undertake  public  education 
efforts  through  the  media.  Originally, 
Governors  received  30  percent  of  State 
grants.  Subsequent  legislation,  however, 
has  capped  funding  for  Governors' 
programs  at  $100  million  and  earmarked 
portions  of  that  amount  for  various 
purposes.  What  should  be  the  future  role 
of  Governors  versus  SEAs  and  LElAs  in 
terms  of  funding,  implementation,  and 
coordination  of  comprehensive  school- 
based  and  community-wide  drug 
prevention  education  efforts  under  the 
DFSCA? 

Drug  Abuse  Resistance  Education 

Under  current  law.  Governors  are 
required  to  spend  at  least  10  percent  of 
their  Drug-Free  Schools  State  grant 
funds  on  grants  to  local  educational 
agencies  for  "drug  abuse  resistance 
education"  (DARE)  that  includes 
classroom  instruction  by  uniformed  law 
officers.  Some  States  have  complained 
to  the  Department  that  this  requirement 
is  too  narrow  and  restricts  their  ability 
to  use  these  funds  in  accordance  with 
State  and  local  needs.  While  DARE 
programs  are  very  popular  in  many 
States  and  communities,  there  is  no 
evaluation  evidence  to  confirm  that 
these  programs  are  more  effective  than 
other  approaches  to  drug  prevention. 
Given  these  considerations,  should  the 
DARE  set-aside  be  revised  or 
eliminated? 

Regional  Centers 

The  DFSCA  authorizes  five  regional 
centers  for  drug-free  schools  that 
provide  training  and  technical 
assistance  primarily  to  State  and  local 
educational  agencies.  Have  these 
centers  been  useful  to  their  clientele? 
Should  any  modifications  be  made  in 
the  regional  centers  program? 

Institutions  of  Higher  Education 

The  current  statute  authorizes  a 
program  of  grants  to  institutions  of 
higher  education  (IHEs)  for  programs  of 
di^  abuse  education  and  prevention  for 
students  enrolled  in  IHEs.  Is  a  grant 
program  the  best  way  to  provide  Federal 


support  for  IHE  efforts?  Would  a 
program  focused  on  training  and 
technical  assistance  to  IHEs  be  a  better 
use  of  Federal  funds? 

School  Personnel  Training 

The  DFSCA  currently  authorizes  and 
supports  activities  to  train  school 
personnel  under  Part  B  of  the  statute 
(State  and  local  programs].  Part  C 
(Training  of  Teachers,  Counselors,  and 
School  Personnel),  and  Part  D,  Section 
5135  (Regional  Centers).  Is  there  still  a 
significant,  unmet  need  for  inservice 
training  in  drug  prevention?  If  so,  how 
can  the  statute  be  rewritten  to  improve 
and  coordinate  the  delivery  of  training 
to  those  who  most  need  it? 

Accountability 

Although  it  is  inherently  difficult  to 
measure  the  impact  of  DFSCA  programs 
and  services  on  actual  drug  use  by 
students,  it  is  important  to  ask  whether 
these  funds  are  being  well  spent.  What 
are  the  most  rigorous,  yet  realistic, 
accountability  requirements  that  the 
statute  could  impose  on  schools  and 
communities  related  to  the  effectiveness 
and  proper  implementation  of  these 
programs? 

Are  the  current  local  application  and 
reporting  requirements  of  the  Act  overly 
biirdensome?  If  so,  which  could  be 
deleted  without  diminishing  program 
accountability? 

Dropout  Prevention 

The  purpose  of  the  ESEA  dropout 
prevention  program  is  to  support 
demonstration  projects  to  reduce  the 
number  of  students  who  do  not  complete 
elementary  and  secondary  education. 
Existing  projects  are  undergoing 
rigorous  testing  and  evaluation  to  assess 
the  effect  of  promising  strategies  in 
dropout  prevention  and  reentry.  Once 
the  program  achieves  its  objective  of 
validating  effective  dropout  strategies 
that  can  be  adopted  by  States  and  LEAs, 
should  the  Federal  Government  continue 
to  provide  funds  specifically  focused  on 
dropout  prevention,  or  should  these 
funds  be  used  for  activities  such  as 
vocational  education,  compensatory 
education,  and  bilingual  education  that 
have  been  associated  with  enabling 
students  to  complete  school? 

Bilingual  Education 
Instructional  Methods 

In  1988,  the  Bilingual  Education  Act 
was  amended  to  increase  to  25  percent 
the  amount  of  Bilingual  Programs  (Part 
A)  funds  that  may  be  granted  to  school 
districts  electing  to  use  “special 
alternative  instructional”  (SAI) 
programs.  These  are  programs  such  as 
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"English-as-a-flecosul  language"  ^SSL) 
and  “immersion."  or  other  approaches 
that  differ  from  “transitional  bilingual 
education"  (TBE)  or  “devdopmental 
bilingual  education”  in  that  they 
generally  do  not  use  the  students’  native 
language  in  instruction.  Alternative 
programs  may  be  particularly 
appropriate  when  a  school  disbict 
enrolls  students  horn  many  language 
groups  and  cannot  hire  teachers  who 
spee^  all  the  languages  represented. 

Since  1989,  the  Department  has 
funded  applications  for  new  transitional 
bilingual  Question  and  special 
alternative  instruction  projects  based  on 
the  quality  of  the  application,  without 
regard  to  the  instructional  method 
proposed.  To  date,  the  25  percent  cap  on 
special  alternative  instructional 
programs  has  had  no  practical  effect. 
However,  it  is  likely  that  by  1993  the  25 
percent  cap  will  restrict  local  choice  of 
instructional  method.  Should  the  25 
percent  cap  for  special  alternative 
instructional  programs  be  raised? 
Alternatively,  should  all  Part  A  funding 
limitations  be  removed  so  that  Part  A 
awards  can  be  made  solely  on  the  basis 
of  the  quabty  of  the  proposed  project, 
regardless  of  whether  a  transitional, 
developmental,  or  special  alternative 
instructional  method  is  to  be  used? 

Time  Limit  on  Student  Participatioa 

The  Bilingual  Education  Act  prohibits 
the  participation  of  any  student  in  a  Part 
A  transitional  bilingual  education  or 
special  alternative  instructional  program 
for  more  than  three  years,  imless  the 
school  district  can  provide  evaluation 
data  that  support  extending  a  student’s 
participation  h)r  a  fourdi  or  hfth  year. 
Under  no  circumstances  may  a  student 
participate  in  a  T^  or  SAI  program  for 
more  than  hve  years.  Congress 
added  this  provision  to  die  law  in  1988 
to  underscore  its  concern  that  the 
primary  purpose  of  the  bdingual 
education  program  is  to  help  limited 
English  proficient  students  become 
proficient  in  English  and  move  into 
regular  classrooms  as  quieddy  as 
possible.  Should  this  provimon  of  the 
law  be  retained,  or  is  the  provision  too 
rigid,  in  light  of  research  findings 
suggesting  that  monolingual  speakers  of 
a  language  other  than  English  often 
require  more  than  three  years  to  become 
adequately  proficient  in  English  to 
function  successfully  in  regular 
classrooms? 

Parental  Involvement 

Ihe  Bihngual  Education  Act  requires 
that  a  school  district  establish  and  make 
use  of  an  advisory  council  to  involve 
parents  in  die  development  of  an 
application  and  die  operation  of  its 


project.  Other  parental  involvement 
provisions  include  requirements  that 
school  districts  inform  parents — in  a 
language  and  form  diey  understand— of 
the  reasons  their  child  has  been 
identified  as  in  need  of  bilingual 
services,  the  bilingual  education  and 
alternative  programs  available,  die 
parents’  ri^t  to  decline  enrollment  of 
their  diild  in  the  bilingual  projpam,  and 
their  cluld’s  progress  in  the  program, 
^though  th^e  requirements  would 
appear  to  provide  for  die  active 
partidpatiem  of  parents  in  local  bilingual 
education  programs,  the  Department  has 
observed  cases  in  which  their  actual 
participation  is  very  minimaL  Should 
any  of  the  corrent  provisions  be 
modified?  For  example,  ^undd 
applicants  for  Part  A  programs  be 
required  to  sulmiit  detailed  parent 
partidpation  plans?  Should  a  portion  of 
Part  A  grants  be  reserved  for  parrnit 
pardcipatioD  activities?  Should  greater 
emphasis  be  jdaced  <m  parent  training 
so  that  parents  can  par^pate  more 
effectively  in  the  education  of  didr 
children? 

Participation  of  Non-Limited  English 
Proficient  Stodents 

In  order  to  prevent  the  segregation  of 
children  on  ^  basis  of  national  origin, 
the  Bilingual  Education  Act  allows  ^ 
partidpation  of  English  proficient 
students  in  transitional  l^ingual 
education  programs  so  long  as  they 
represent  no  more  than  40  percent  of  the 
students  in  that  program.  Is  this 
provision  too  restrictive?  ^muld  it  be 
modified? 

Partidpation  of  Private  School  Students 

The  Bilingual  Education  Act  requires 
that  an  LEA  operating  a  Part  A  project 
take  into  account  the  needs  of  private 
elementary  and  secondary  schools  in 
the  district  provided  that  the 
educational  needs,  languages,  and  grade 
levels  of  LEP  students  in  the  private 
schools  are  similar  to  those  of  the 
children  the  project  serves.  The 
Department  is  aware  of  cases  where 
private  schools  are  eager  to  partidpate 
in  a  project  but  the  native  languages 
spoken  by  their  students,  or  those 
students’  grade  levels,  are  difierent  than 
those  of  children  served  by  the  project 
Is  the  law  too  rigid?  Should  the  language 
of  the  law  be  modified? 

Training  and  Tedmical  Assistance 

The  law  currentiy  requires  that  25 
percent  of  the  appropriation  be  set  aside 
for  training  and  technical  assistance 
under  Part  G.  Should  there  continue  to 
be  a  specific  earmark  of  funds  for 
training  programs,  or  should  the  amount 
used  for  trainipg  be  either  left  to  the 


discretion  of  the  Secretary  or 
established  through  the  annual 
appropiiations  process? 

Within  Part  C.  should  greater  priority 
be  placed  tm  preservice  training  or 
inseimce  training?  Should  there  be  a 
priority  for  retraining  currentiy 
employed  teachera  (certified  in  other 
areas)  to  enable  them  to  provide 
services  to  limited  English  proficient 
students  in  ESL,  bilingual,  or  regular 
classes?  Should  funding  be  provided  to 
train  staff  other  dian  classroom 
teachers?  ^ould  there  be  an  emphasis 
on  improving  the  subject  area 
knowledge  and  skills  of  bilingual 
educaticHi  teadiers? 

In  tnder  to  ensure  diet  teacher 
training  activities  supported  imdm’  Part 
C  refl^  the  actual  staffing  needs  of 
iEAs.  should  institations  of  higher 
education  applying  for  educational 
personnel  training  grants  be  required  to 
collaborate  dosely  with  nearby  LEAs  in 
{m)fed  develoimaent  and 
implementation? 

Commitment  and  Capacity  Building 

Part  A  grants  ere  intended  to  build  the 
capadty  of  LEAs  to  operate  bilingual 
education  programs.  Similarly,  Part  C 
grants  are  provided  to  strengthen  the 
capadty  of  institutions  of  higher 
education  to  prepare  teachers  of 
bilingual  education.  What  can  be  done 
to  ensure  a  good  faith  commitment  from 
applicants  for  bilingual  education  grants 
under  Part  A  and  Part  C  that  services 
will  be  maintained  after  Federal  funding 
is  no  longer  available? 

Impact  Aid 
General 

Public  Law  81-874  currently 
authorizes  two  basic  categories  of 
payments — payments  for  Federal 
property  under  sectiem  2  and  payments 
for  federally  connected  students  under 
section  3.  Shodd  these  two  basic 
categories  of  payments  be  combined 
into  one  authority  that  equitably 
compensates  all  school  districts  affected 
by  Federal  activities? 

Impact  Aid,  more  than  any  other 
Federal  education  program,  has  come  to 
be  perceived  as  a  "pork-barrel’’  program 
because  many  special  amendments  have 
been  enacted  to  provide  special 
payments  or  relief  for  particular  school 
districts.  Continuing  attenq)t8  to  provide 
special  “fixes”  for  particular  districts 
may  compromise  the  integrity  and 
equity  of  the  program.  How  could  the 
program  be  restructured  to  eliminate  the 
incentives  for  special  ameiulments  of 
this  kind? 
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Section  2 

The  current  authorization  for  Federal 
property  payments  requires  a 
calculation  of  maximum  entitlement, 
based  on  an  estimated  current  assessed 
value  of  the  Federal  property  and  the 
district’s  tax  rate,  as  well  as  a 
cumbersome  calculation  of  a 
"needbased"  entitlement.  The  lesser  of 
these  two  amounts  then  becomes  the 
entitlement  used  to  calculate  payments. 
This  process  of  determining  the 
entitlement  generally  cannot  be 
completed  until  well  after  the  year  for 
which  the  section  2  payments  are  made, 
thus  delaying  Hnal  payments.  Further, 
because  appropriations  have  been 
insufficient  in  recent  years  to  pay  full 
section  2  entitlement  for  all  eligible 
school  districts,  payments  have  had  to 
be  ratably  reduced  from  full  entitlement 
Is  there  a  more  efricient  approach  to 
compensating  school  districts  for  the 
loss  of  tax  base  due  to  the  acquisition  of 
Federal  property? 

Section  2  includes  a  cut-ofr  date  for 
the  acquisition  of  Federal  property  that 
allows  compensation  for  school  districts 
in  which  the  Federal  property  was 
acquired  after  1938,  but  generally 
disallows  compensation  for  property 
acquired  in  or  before  that  year.  In  some 
cases,  school  districts  that  qualify  for 
section  2  payments  may  have  developed 
substantial  additional  tax  base  over  the 
years  to  overcome  any  loss  suffered  due 
to  the  original  Federal  property 
acquisition,  yet  these  districts  continue 
to  qualify  for  payments.  In  other  cases, 
school  districts  continue  to  be 
negatively  affected  by  the  local  Federal 
activity  and  are  still  heavily  dependent 
on  Section  2  payments;  however,  other 
similarly  situated  school  districts  cannot 
receive  compensation  because  the 
Federal  property  in  their  districts  was 
acquired  prior  to  1939.  Is  there  a  way  to 
compensate  equitably  all  school 
districts  with  Federal  property,  no 
matter  when  the  property  was  acquired? 

Section  3 

Past  efforts  to  change  or  improve  the 
Impact  Aid  payment  formula  for  section 
3,  which  provides  payments  for  federally 
connected  children,  have  been 
constrained  by  limited  funding.  In 
reauthorizing  the  program  in  1988, 
Congress  substantially  revised  the 
section  3  payment  formula.  However,  a 
“hold-harmless"  provision  ties  each 
school  district’s  basic  payment  to  its 
payment  in  1987,  and  annual 
appropriations  have  not  increased 
enough  in  the  years  since  to  allow  the 
new  payment  provisions  to  take  effect. 
Therefore,  the  distribution  of  available 
funds  envisioned  by  Congress  in  the  last 


reauthorization  has  never  occurred.  If 
the  recent  pattern  of  appropriations 
continues,  formula  changes  that  increase 
payments  for  some  eligible  school 
districts  would  result  in  decreased 
payments  for  others.  If  one  assumes  no 
major  increases  in  funding  during  the 
next  several  years,  can  the  existing 
distribution  of  payments  across  eligible 
districts  be  changed  to  promote  equity? 
What  changes  should  be  made? 

The  current  section  3  entitlement 
calculation  and  payment  formula, 
including  the  hold-harmless  provisions, 
are  so  complex  that  few  people, 
including  managers  in  school  districts 
that  receive  section  3  payments,  fully 
understand  how  those  payments  are 
calculated.  How  can  the  current  formula 
be  simplified? 

Embedded  within  the  current  section  3 
payment  formula  is  an  assumption  that 
school  districts  with  higher  proportions 
of  federally  connected  students  should 
be  paid  more  per  student  than  other 
districts.  Thus,  if  funds  were  sufficient 
to  make  payments  according  to  the 
current  formula,  “super  a"  school 
districts  (those  whose  federally 
connected  students  are  20  percent  or 
more  of  total  enrollment)  would  be  paid 
a  higher  percentage  of  entitlement  for 
each  student  than  “sub-super  a”  and 
“regular  a"  school  districts  would  be 
paid.  Should  this  special  treatment  of 
more  heavily  affected  districts  be 
continued,  or  should  all  districts  be  paid 
at  the  same  rate  (which  would  have  the 
virtue  of  simplifying  the  payment 
formula]? 

The  current  authority  under  section  3 
provides  funds  for  elementary  and 
secondary  education  only.  However, 
many  school  districts  are  expanding 
services  to  preschool-age  children. 
Should  the  authority  be  expanded  to 
allow  Impact  Aid  funds  to  be  used  for 
preschool  education? 

Section  3(d)(2)(B) 

Section  3(d)(2](B]  currently  ensures 
that  school  districts  that  have  more  than 
SO  percent  federally  connected  students 
and  that  meet  certain  other 
requirements  receive  supplemental 
payments  to  allow  them  to  provide  the 
same  level  of  education  as  comparable 
school  districts  in  their  States.  'The 
statute  requires  that  these  supplemental 
payments  be  made  in  full,  even  if  funds 
are  insufficient  to  pay  full  entitlement 
for  sections  3(a)  and  3(b].  The  amounts 
needed  to  make  section  3(d)(2)(B) 
payments  vary  substantially  from  year 
to  year,  because  of  the  changing 
circumstances  and  eligibility  of  school 
districts;  however,  in  some  years  as 
much  as  $30  million  has  been  diverted 
from  regular  section  3  payments  to  fund 


section  3(d)(2)(B).  Should  limitations  be 
placed  on  section  3(d)(2)(B]  payments? 
Should  other  changes  be  made? 

Section  5(d)(2) 

Section  5(d](2]  of  P.L  81-874  allows 
States  to  reduce  assistance  to  local 
educational  agencies  by  portions  of  the 
Federal  Impact  Aid  payments  to  those 
LEAs  if  the  State  education  funding 
formula  is  “designed  to  equalize 
expenditures  for  free  public  education" 
among  LEAs.  The  Department  of 
Education  has  implemented  this 
provision  through  regulations,  but  has 
been  challenged  by  some  States  that 
failed  to  meet  the  regulatory  standards 
for  a  State  funding  program  that  is 
“designed  to  equalize."  Should  the 
statute  more  clearly  define  an 
acceptable  standard  for  State  funding 
equalization,  or  should  that  standard 
continue  to  be  defined  through 
regulations?  What  should  the  standard 
be?  Should  approval  by  the  Department 
be  conditioned  on  a  showing  that  the 
presence  of  Impact  Aid  resources  in  the 
State  is  not  in  fact  disequalizing?  Should 
the  program  be  redesigned  to  provide 
incentives  to  States  to  equalize 
expenditures  among  LEAs?  If  so,  how? 

Construction 

'The  Impact  Aid  Construction  program, 
as  currently  authorized  in  Public  Law 
81-815,  is  characterized  by  overlapping 
program  authorities,  confusing  eligibility 
requirements,  a  cumbersome 
administrative  process,  and  an 
authorized  funding  level  that  is  far 
outstripped  by  applications  for 
assistance.  Current  program  priority 
lists  include  hundreds  of  unfunded 
construction  applications  totalling  $200 
million  in  originally  estimated  need.  It  is 
clearly  time  to  review  the  basic 
principles  and  priorities  for  construction 
assistance.  When  should  the  Federal 
government  become  involved  in 
providing  funding  for  local  school 
construction  projects?  What  factors 
should  be  considered  in  determining 
eligibility  for  assistance?  What 
limitations  should  be  placed  on  Federal 
assistance?  What  local  contributions 
should  be  required?  What  funding 
priorities  should  be  applied? 

Adult  Education 
English  Literacy  Grants 

The  English  Literacy  Grants  program 
was  enacted  to  provide  literacy  services 
to  adults  of  limited  English  proficiency, 
who  are  also  major  beneficiaries  under 
the  Adult  Education  Basic  State  Grants 
program.  Congress,  in  recent  years,  has 
apparently  recognized  this  duplication 
of  authorities  and  decreased  the 
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appropriation  for  Epglish  Literacy 
Grants  to3l  millioii.  is  there  any  current 
need  for  a  separate  adult  education 
program  serving  the  limited  English 
proficient?  Should  the  national 
discretionary  activities  corrently  carried 
out  under  this  authority  be  consolidated 
with  the  discretionary  programs 
authorized  elsewhere  in  the  Adult 
Education  Act? 

Fund  for  the  Improvement  and  Reform 
of  Schools  and  Teaching  (FIRST) 

FIRST  supports  reforms  to  improve 
the  performance  of  elementary  and 
secondary  students  and  teachers.  Of  the 
total  amount  appropriated  in  any  year, 
at  least  25  percent  must  be  used  for 
projects  that  operate  at  the  school  level. 
These  projects  must  be  achninistered  by 
a  full-time  teacher  or  administrator,  and 
individual  grants  must  be  at  least  $5,000, 
but  no  more  than  $125,000,  per  year.  Are 
these  restrictions  still  appropriate? 

What  changes  are  needed?  What  other 
changes  would  improve  the  contribution 
of  diis  program  to  the  kind  reform 
necessary  for  adiievement  of  the 
National  Education  Goals? 

FIRST  also  supports  projects  to 
increase  the  involvement  of  parents  in 
improving  the  educational  achievement 
of  their  children.  Only  school  districts 
eligible  to  receive  Chapter  1  funds  may 
apply  for  grants.  Should  eligibility  be 
expanded  to  allow  other  entities,  such 
as  community  nonprofit  organizations, 
to  apply  for  ftmds? 

Indian  Education 

Accountability 

The  Indian  Education  Act  Subpart  1 
formula  grant  program  contains  few 
provisions  to  ensure  accountability  for 
results,  and  little  is  known  about  Ae 
educational  effects  of  the  program  on 
the  children  it  serves.  What  kinds  of 
accountability  measures  would  be 
appropriate  for  this  program?  For 
example,  should  there  be  a  requirement 
that  IJEAs  measure  the  results  of  their 
programs  against  world  class  standards, 
or  that  funds  be  spent  <mly  for  programs 
that  xvill  foster  improved  achievement  in 
the  five  core  curriculum  areas  or  for 
activities  that  support  other  National 
Education  Goals  (or  the  expanded  list  of 
goals  developed  by  the  Indian  Nations 
at  Risk  Task  Force)?  Would  a  school 
im.provement  process,  similar  to  the  one 
contained  in  the  Chapter  1  legislation, 
be  appropriate  for  the  Indian  Education 
Subpart  1  program?  Should  continued 
funding  be  made  contingent  on 
performance?  What  role,  if  any,  should 
parents  or  tribes  have  in  ensuring 
accountability  in  Subpart  1  programs? 


Subpart  1  Formula 

Under  the  Subpart  1  formula  grant 
program,  a  local  educational  agency 
may  receive  funds  if,  in  most  cases,  the 
number  of  Indian  children  it  enrolls 
equals  at  least  10  or  constitutes  at  least 
50  percent  of  total  enrollment.  Many 
LEAs  receive  very  small  grants.  (In  1991, 
the  average  award  was  about  $46,000, 
but  some  LEAs  received  grants  as  low 
as  $1,000.)  Of  all  the  grant  recipients,  78 
(or  7  percent)  received  grants  fliat  were 
lower  than  $5,000.  It  could  be  aigued 
that  grants  this  low  are  too  small  to 
permit  recipient  LEAs  to  mount  effective 
Indian  education  programs.  How  shoidd 
this  issue  be  addressed  in  the 
reauthorization?  Should  any  changes  be 
made  in  the  factors  used  to  determine 
LEA  eligibility  or  allocations? 

Funds  for  BIA  Schools 

Although  schools  operated  by  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  are  supported 
by  Congressional  appropriations  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  that  are 
calculated  according  to  the  needs  of 
each  school,  these  schools  are  also 
eligible  for  Subpart  1  formula  grants.  Is 
it  efficient  for  BIA  schools  to  receive 
funds  from  ED,  or  should  all  funds  for 
these  schools  be  included  in  the  direct 
appropriation  to  the  D^artment  of  the 
Interior? 

BIA  Contract  Schools 

BIA  contract  schools  are  eligible  to 
receive  Subpart  1  formula  grants  and  to 
compete  under  every  other  Indian 
Education  Act  program,  some  of  which 
have  overlapping  purposes.  One  of  these 
competitive  programs  (funded  feom  a 
set-aside  of  Subpart  1  fends)  supports 
only  Indian-controlled  schools  (the  great 
majority  of  which  are  also  BIA- 
supported)  and  funds  the  same  kinds  of 
activities  as  are  supported  under 
Subpart  2  programs.  Is  there  a  need  to 
continue  the  special  Subpart  1 
discretionary  progrcun  for  Indian- 
controlled  schools? 

State  Involvement  in  l£A  Formula 
Program 

Most  Department  of  Education 
programs  that  allocate  funds  by  formula 
to  LEAs  are  administered  by  States.  For 
these  programs  (e.g..  Chapter  1,  Chapter 
2,  Vocational  Education,  Mathematics 
and  Science  Education),  State 
involvement  helps  to  ensure 
accoimtability  and  coordination  of 
programs.  Should  States  be  given  a 
role — and  the  funds  to  carry  out  that 
role — in  administering  Subpart  1  of  the 
Indian  Education  Act?  If  so,  should 
States  be  required  to  collect  and 
maintain  data  on  the  educational  status 


and  needs  of  Indian  children?  If  Subpart 
1  were  to  be  a  State-administered 
program,  what  diniculties  might  arise 
from  the  fact  that  nonpublic,  tribal,  and 
BLA  schools  are  among  the  grant 
recipients? 

Definition  of  Indian 

The  definition  of  ‘Indian”  contained 
in  the  Indian  Ecfecation  Act  has  not 
been  altered,  except  for  minor,  technical 
changes,  since  the  program  was  first 
enacted.  The  definition,  which  defines 
eligibility  for  services  under  the  Act,  is 
more  inclusive  than  the  definition  of 
Indian  used  by  the  BIA.  Under  the 
Indian  Education  Act,  eligible  Indians 
include  members  of  both  State  and 
federally  recognized  tribes,  as  well  as 
first-  and  second-degree  descendants  of 
those  members. 

The  definition  affects  more  than  just 
who  receives  services.  For  the  Subpart  1 
formula  program,  it  determines  the  size 
of  an  lea’s  grant,  since  grants  are 
computed  according  to  the  number  of 
Indian  children  in  the  school  district 
(weighted  by  State  per  pupil 
expenditures  for  education).  Subpart  1 
requires  LEAs  to  maintain 
documentation  of  the  eligibility  of 
students  they  count.  The  question  of 
what  should  constitute  sufficient 
documentation  has  long  been  an  issue, 
and  program  audits  have  sometimes 
found  that  LEAs  maintain  incomplete  or 
inconclusive  records.  Further,  the 
eligibility  of  some  Indian  children,  who 
may  have  community  recognition  but  no 
tribal  records,  is  difficult  to  document. 

Should  the  definition  of  Indian  in  the 
Indian  Education  Act  be  changed?  If  so, 
how?  Should  the  rules  regard!^ 
documentatimi  of  eligibility  be  changed 
to  ensure  that  only  eligible  children  are 
counted?  Does  the  ne^  to  ensure  that 
eligible  Indian  children  receive  the 
services  they  need  outweigh  the  need 
for  tightened  eligibility  standards? 

Eligibility  of  Children  for  Services 

Under  the  Subpart  1  formula  program, 
any  Indian  child  who  meets  the  Act’s 
definition  of  tudian  and  is  enrolled  in 
the  schools  of  the  applicant  is  ehgible  to 
be  coimted  f(»*  fund  allocation  purposes 
and  to  receive  services,  regardless  of  the 
child’s  socioeconcmic  or  educational 
achievement  status.  Should  the 
eligibility  requirements  be  modified  to 
include  some  measure  of  educational 
need?  If  so,  how? 

Parental  Involvement 

The  Subpart  1  formula  program 
contains  parental  involvement 
requirements  dial  are  among  the 
strangest  of  any  program  administered 
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by  the  Department  of  Education.  To 
receive  a  grant,  an  LEA  must  have  an 
elected  parent  committee  that,  among 
other  things,  participates  fully  in 
designing  the  local  Subpart  1  project, 
including  providing  written  approval  of 
the  application.  There  have  been  cases 
in  which  an  LEA  did  not  receive  an 
award  because  it  was  xmable  to  reach 
agreement  with  its  parent  committee. 
However,  some  trilms  and  parents  have 
contended  that  the  cxirrent  provisions  do 
not  ensure  an  adequate  level  of  parental 
involvement.  Should  any  of  the  parent 
committee  provisions  be  modified?  If  so, 
how? 

Subpart  2;  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Programs 

Subpart  2  authorizes  two  small 
discretionary  programs — “Hanning, 

Pilot,  and  Demonstrations"  and 
“Educational  Services” — whose  purpose 
is  to  improve  educational  opportunities 
for  Indian  children.  Although  there  are 
some  differences,  the  programs  have 
similar  goals,  and  funds  can  be  used  for 
similar  activities.  Is  there  a  need  to 
maintain  two  separate  programs  in  this 
area?  How  could  the  impact  of  these 
programs  be  enhanced  to  benefit  the 
greatest  number  of  Indian  children? 

How  could  the  programs  be  amended  to 
encourage  the  development  of  “break 
the  mold”  educational  programs?  How 
can  the  impact  of  these  programs  be 
enhanced? 

Subpart  2:  Educational  Personnel 
Development 

Subpart  2  authorizes  two  programs  for 
Educational  Personnel  Development. 

The  aims  of  these  programs  are  similar 
(to  increase  the  number  of  Indian 
teachers  and  other  school  personnel 
serving  Indian  children),  and  combining 
them  might  facilitate  the  development  of 
a  more  coherent  educational  persormel 
development  strategy  for  Indian 
education.  Issues  in  this  area  include: 
How  should  tribal  organizations  and 
institutions  of  higher  education  interact? 
What  organizations — e.g.,  tribes, 
colleges  and  universities,  tribal 
community  colleges,  other  Indian 
organziations — should  be  eligible  for 
grants?  What  is  the  relative  need  for 
preservice  training  of  Indian  classroom 
teachers  versus  graduate-level  training 
of  Indian  school  administrators  and 
other  Indian  education  professionals? 

Do  Indians  who  are  already  in  the 
profession  need  training  to  help  them 
move  into  other  education-related  fields 
or  become  more  proficient  in  specific 
subject  areas?  Should  individuab  who 
partkspate  in  training  programs  be 
required  to  teach  (or  provide  other 
educational  services)  in  a  school  serving 


Indian  children  for  a  specified  period  of 
time  or,  failing  that,  to  repay  the  cost  of 
their  training? 

Fellowship  Program 

The  Indian  Fellowship  Program 
authorizes  for  undergraduate  students 
(in  the  fields  of  engineering,  natural 
resources,  and  business  administration) 
and  graduate  shidents  (in  those  three 
fields,  plus  medicine,  education,  law, 
and  psychology).  Is  there  a  reason  to 
change  these  fields?  As  an  alternative, 
should  all  fields  of  study  be  eligible? 
Because  Pell  Grants,  BIA  scholarships, 
and  other  sources  of  support  are 
available  for  needy  undergraduate 
students,  should  tUs  program  be  limited 
to  fellowships  for  graduate  students? 

Students  under  this  program  apply 
directly  to  the  Department  of  Education 
and  may  attend  any  accredited  college 
or  university.  Other  Department 
graduate  fellowship  programs  seem  to 
work  very  well  as  grant  programs  for 
which  colleges  and  universities  develop 
a  program,  aj^ly  to  the  Department  for 
a  grant,  and  are  then  allotted  a  certain 
number  of  slots  for  students.  In  these 
programs,  potential  fellows  apply 
directly  to  the  institutions  of  higher 
education  that  nm  the  programs.  Would 
a  fellowship  program  like  this  work  well 
for  Indian  students? 

Fellowship  awards  in  most  programs 
carry  with  them  a  requirement  that  the 
recipient  of  a  fellowship  perform  some 
sort  of  service  in  retiun  for  the 
fellowship  (e.g.,  teaching  in  certain 
schools  for  a  specified  length  of  time, 
working  in  health,  clinics,  providing 
legal  services,  etc.)  In  awarding  Indian 
Education  Fellowships,  the  Secretary 
takes  into  account  applicants’  apparent 
commitment  to  providing  leadership  in 
the  Indian  conununity.  However,  the  law 
does  not  require  fellows,  once  they  have 
completed  their  degrees,  to  provide  any 
particular  services  in  their  field  of  study 
or  to  the  Indian  community.  VS^at  kinds 
of  “service”  or  “payback”  provisions,  if 
any,  would  be  appropriate  for  the  Indian 
Fellowship  Program? 

Educational  Partnerships 

This  program  supports  partnerships 
between  public  schools  or  institutions  of 
higher  education  and  organizations  and 
businesses  in  the  private  sector.  Given 
the  extent  of  business-school 
partnership  activity  across  the  Nation,  is 
there  a  need  fm*  this  Federal  program?  If 
so,  what  changes  should  be  made  to 
ensure  that  schoc^  derive  some 
measurable  benefit  frmn  the 
partnership? 


Star  Schools 

When  first  authorized,  the  Star 
Schools  program  was  described  in 
statute  as  a  demonstration  program,  and 
individual  awards  were  limited  to 
support  for  a  two-year  period.  In  the 
recent  reauthorization,  the  word 
“demonstration”  was  dropped  from  the 
statement  of  the  program  purpose, 
changes  were  made  to  permit  grantees 
to  apply  for  an  additional  two  years  of 
funding  on  the  condition  that  the 
services  provided  would  expand  beyond 
those  supported  during  the  first  two 
years,  and  a  provision  was  added 
requiring  that  at  least  25  percent  of  the 
amount  available  be  used  for  facilities 
and  equipment  A  major  purpose  of  the 
Star  Schools  program  has  been  the 
installation  of  telecommunications 
equipment  and  facilities  to  serve 
elementary  and  secondary  schools.  Is 
there  a  continuing  need  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  provide  funding  to  assist 
with  the  construction  of  a 
telecommunications  infrastructure  that 
permits  the  delivery  by  satellite  of 
instruction  for  elementary  and 
secondary  schools?  Should  the  Federal 
role  concentrate  on  demonstrating  other 
types  and  uses  of  telecommunications 
technologies  in  elementary  and 
secondary  education?  What  other 
changes  in  the  Star  Schools  authority 
would  most  effectively  promote  better 
and  greater  use  of  technology  in 
elementary  and  secondary  education? 

Stewart  B.  McKinney  Homeless 
Assistance 

Education  for  Homeless  Children  and 
Youth 

Under  the  McKiimey  Act,  each  State 
is  required,  every  two  years,  to  gather 
extensive  data  on  homeless  children 
and  youth  in  the  State.  A  recent 
Department  study  illustrated  the 
prohibitive  cost  of  locating  and  counting 
homeless  children  and  youth  and  the 
questionable  reliability  of  the  data 
obtained.  Should  States  continue  to 
provide  these  data?  What  other 
mechanisms  could  be  used  to  estimate 
the  magnitude  of  the  homelessness 
problem  and  provide  a  basis  for  funding 
decisions? 

Recent  amendments  to  the  McKinney 
Act  have  increased  State  planning 
requirements.  Do  these  requirmnents 
provide  an  effective  tool  for 
developraait  of  State  strategies  in 
educating  homeless  children? 

The  amended  Act  also  requires  that 
specific  percentages  of  funds  be  spent 
by  LEAs  on  “primary  activities”  and 
“rdated  activities.”  Are  these 
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requirements  too  rigid?  Should  they  be 
changed? 

Since  the  problems  of  the  homeless 
are  varied  and  interrelated,  would 
States  and  localities  benefit  from  having 
a  number  of  McKinney  Act  programs 
combined  into  a  consolidated  grant 
program  for  the  homeless?  Should  States 
have  the  flexibility  to  combine 
education  funds  with  other  McKinney 
Act  funds  to  provide  comprehensive  and 
coordinated  services  to  the  homeless? 

Literacy  Training  for  Homeless  Adults 

When  evaluating  grant  applications 
for  this  program,  the  Secretary  reviews 
each  application  to  determine  the  extent 
to  which  the  program  design  is  tailored 
to  the  literacy  and  basic  skills  needs  of 
specific  homeless  populations  (for 
example,  homeless  mothers  with 
children,  substance  abusers,  and  the 
chronically  mentally  ill).  Should  the 
statute  provide  a  priority  for  services  to 
any  particular  sub-population  of  the 
adult  homeless? 

Format  for  Comments 

This  request  for  comments  is  designed 
to  elicit  the  views  of  interested  parties 
on  how  the  Department's  elementary 
and  secondary  education  programs  can 
be  structured  to  meet  the  objectives  of 
the  reauthorization  effort  as  stated  in 
this  notice. 

The  Secretary  requests  that  each 
respondent  identify  his  or  her  role  in 
education  and  the  perspective  from 
which  he  or  she  views  the  educational 
system — either  as  a  representative  of  an 
association,  agency,  or  school  (public  or 
private),  or  as  an  individual  teacher, 
student,  parent,  or  private  citizen. 

The  Secretary  urges  each  commenter 
to  be  specific  regarding  his  or  her 
proposals  and  to  include,  if  possible,  the 
data  requirements,  timing,  procedures, 
and  actual  legislative  language  that  the 
conunenter  proposes  for  Ae  improved  or 
redesigned  program. 

Programs  Under  Consideration 

The  following  is  a  complete  list  of 
programs  under  the  scope  of  the 
reauthorization; 

Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965 

Title  I 

Chapter  1 — ^Basic  Grants,  Concentration 
Grants,  Capital  Expenses  for  Private 
School  Children,  Even  Start, 
Secondary  School  Basic  Skills  and 
Dropout  Prevention,  State  Agency 
Programs:  Migrant,  Handicapped, 
Neglected  and  Delinquent  Children, 
State  Administration,  State  Program 
Improvement  Grants,  Evaluation  and 


Technical  Assistance,  Rural  Technical 
Assistance  Centers 
Chapter  2 — State  and  Local  Programs, 
National  Diffusion  Network, 
Inexpensive  Book  Distribution,  Arts  in 
Education,  Law-Related  Education, 

Blue  RibbomSchools 

Title  11 

Eisenhower  Mathematics  and  Science 
State  Grants 

Eisenhower  Mathematics  and  Science 
National  Programs 
Regional  Mathematics  and  Science 
Consortiums 

Foreign  Languages  Assistance 
Title  III 

Magnet  Schools  Assistance 
Title  IV 

Women's  Educational  Equity 
Javits  Gifted  and  Talented  Students 
Education 

Ellender  Fellowships 
Immigrant  Education 
General  Assistance  to  the  Virgin  Islands 
Territorial  Teacher  Training 
Fund  for  Innovation  in  Education — 
Innovation  in  Education,  Optional 
Tests  for  Academic  Excellence, 
Educational  Technology,  Computer- 
Based  Instruction,  Comprehensive 
School  Health  Education,  Alternative 
Curriculum  Schools,  Innovative 
Alcohol  Abuse  Education,  National 
Geography  Studies  Centers,  Civic 
Education  Program 

Title  V— Drug-Free  Schools  and 
Communities 

State  and  Local  Programs 
Training  of  Teachers,  Counselors,  and 
School  Personnel 
National  Programs 

Title  VI 

Dropout  Prevention  Demonstrations 
Title  VII— Bilingual  Education 

Bilingual  Programs 
Support  Services 
Training  Grants 

P.L  81-874 — ^Impact  Aid  Maintenance 
and  Operations 

P.L  Impact  Aid  Construction 

Adult  Education  Act 
English  Literacy  Grants 

Hawkins-Stafford  Elementary  and 
Secondary  School  Improvement 
Amendments  of  1988 

Fund  for  the  Improvement  and  Reform 
of  Schools  and  Teaching  (FIRST) 
Education  for  Native  Hawaiians— Model 
Curriculum  Implementation  Project, 
Family-Based  Education  Centers, 
Higher  Education  Demonstration 


Program,  Gifted  and  Talented 
Demonstration  Program,  Special 
Education  Program 

Indian  Education — Grants  to  LEAs  and 
Indian-Controlled  Schools;  Special 
Programs  for  Indian  Students — 
Planning,  Pilot,  and  Demonstration 
Projects,  Educational  Services, 
Educational  Personnel  Development, 
Fellowships,  Evaluation  and 
Technical  Assistance  Centers,  Gifted 
and  Talented  Education;  Special 
Programs  for  Indian  Adults,  Program 
Administration 

Education  and  Training  for  a 
Competitive  America  Act  (Title  VI  of 
the  Omnibus  Trade  and 
Competitiveness  Act  of 1988) 

Educational  Partnerships 
Technology  Education 

Education  for  Economic  Security  Act 

Partnerships  in  Education  for 
Mathematics,  Science,  and 
Engineering:  Higher  Education 
Partnerships 
Star  Schools 

McKinney  Homeless  Assistance  Act 

Adult  Education  for  the  Homeless 
Education  for  Homeless  Children  and 
Youth 

Education  Council  Act  of  1991  (P.L  102- 
62) 

National  Writing  Project 
National  Education  Commission  on 
Time  and  Learning 

National  Education  Goals 

The  following  are  the  National 
Education  Goals; 

1.  Readiness  for  School— By  the  year 
2000,  all  children  in  America  will  start 
school  ready  to  learn. 

2.  High  School  Completion — ^By  the 
year  2000,  the  high  school  graduation 
rate  will  increase  to  90  percent. 

3.  Student  Achievement  and 
Citizenship — By  the  year  2000, 
American  students  will  leave  grades 
four,  eight,  and  twelve  having 
demonstrated  competency  in 
challenging  subject  matter  including 
English,  mathematics,  science,  history, 
and  geography;  and  every  school  in 
America  wrill  ensure  that  all  students 
learn  to  use  their  minds  well,  so  they 
may  be  prepared  for  responsible 
citizenship,  further  learning,  and 
productive  employment  in  our  modem 
economy. 

4.  Science  and  Mathematics — ^By  the 
year  2000,  U.S.  students  will  be  first  in 
the  world  in  science  and  mathematics 
achievement. 
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5.  Adult  Literacy  and  Lifelong 
Learning — By  the  year  2000,  every  adult 
American  will  possess  the  knowledge 
and  skills  necessary  to  compete  in  a 
global  economy  and  exercise  the  rights 
and  responsibilities  of  citizenship. 

6.  Safe,  Disciplined,  and  Drug-Free 
Schools — By  the  year  2000,  every 
American  school  will  be  free  of  drugs 
and  violence  and  will  offer  a  disciplined 
environment  conducive  to  learning. 

Dated;  January  29, 1992. 

Lamar  Alexander, 

Secretary  of  Education. 
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